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Letter to the Editor 
Sir, 
In the October 1990 issue of the South African Journal of 
Botany there appeared a review by Dr DJ.B. Killick of 
Southern African botanical literature: 1600 - 1988 
(SABLIT). This review contains a number of unfair or 
inaccurate comments which require a reply. 
A bibliography on a specialized subject ideally needs 
someone with both sound subject knowledge and a good 
understanding of the art of bibliography, a combination 
which is rare indeed. The compiler does not claim to be 
anything more than an amateur in the science of botany, but 
as a librarian with a serious interest in botany, particularly 
botanical literature, he sought to produce something of 
service to his fellow bibliophiles that would also be of 
assistance to botanists. This approach was clearly explained 
in the Foreword. 
The compiler is the first to admit that there are indeed 
some typographical errors and accidental omissions of im-
portant works such as Phillips's South African grasses and 
Reid & Dyer's Cyrtanthus, but as anyone who has been 
involved in preparing a publication of this nature will ap-
preciate, a faultless product is nearly impossible. Cynics in 
the computer world say that the first version of a program is 
the one that didn't work, and the same applies in compiling 
a bibliography - there is always room for improvement. 
Coming to specific points in the review, it is noted that 
comments are made about the introductory essay, which, to 
satisfy the reviewer's curiosity, was written by the compiler. 
He correctly states that it was based on a paper delivered at 
the 4th South African Conference of Bibliophiles, and that 
its emphasis is on botanical illustration, yet he criticizes 
omission of the Flora of Southern Africa, an item which 
would have been of limited interest to bibliophiles, despite 
its importance to botanists. FSA is, of course, listed in the 
main bibliography. 
The coverage is said to exclude Mozambique and 
Botswana, but there are four entries in the index under 
Botswana and four under Mozambique. It should be noted 
that SABLIT also covers Angola, with ten entries in the 
index. 
Two items are claimed to have been omitted that are in 
fact there. Plant invaders: beautiful but dangerous is item 
No. 137 (unfortunately Stirton's initials were given incor-
rectly in the Index), and the AETFAT Vegetation map of 
Africa is item No. 022 (though the 1959 edition is given, not 
the 1984 edition). 
Bews's The world's grasses was considered by the 
compiler for inclusion, but was rejected because of its wide 
scope. However, if its contents is important to South African 
botany (apart from the association of the author with South 
Africa), it will certainly be included in any future edition. 
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On the basis of the appearance of four of Bews's journal 
articles in reprint form, an entire list of 'omissions' of other 
important articles is built, even though it is noted correctly 
that the bibliography excludes journal articles. The compiler 
had finally decided, perhaps erroneously, to include them, 
since a reprint is in fact a separate bibliographic item. 
The Laws of botanical nomenclature (item No. 303) was 
included for its historical interest, being the outcome of the 
1st International Botanical Congress, which in tum had links 
with Kuntze's Revisio generum plantarum ~item No. 352). 
The International Code of the 13th Congress was listed as 
the latest available at the time the bibliography was com-
piled. If the intervening codes had been listed, would not the 
compiler have been accused of padding? 
The reviewer complains that the veld type map is not 
mentioned under the first edition of Acocks' s Veld types of 
South Africa, but the entry is bibliographically correct -
unlike the 2nd edition, the title page of the 1st edition does 
not mention the map; furthermore, it is correctly recorded 
that the work contains 'maps'. 
The compiler is criticized for 'personal assessment' of 
two items. However, it should be noted that the assessment 
of the drawings in Wendland's Collectio plantarum was 
taken directly from MacOwan & Bolus's Catalogue. Fur-
thermore, the assessment of Scott's The Genus Haworthia 
was based on a discussion with the country's acknowledged 
expert on Haworthia; if he had doubts about the revision 
how else can one describe it but as 'controversial'? 
The reviewer expresses the hope that in any future edition 
the input from 'knowledgeable botanists' will be greater. 
Such input was indeed sought for the present edition, and to 
a limited extent was given by a well-known Cape Town 
taxonomist; unfortunately, compilation of the bibliography 
coincided with the 75th anniversary celebrations at 
Kirstenbosch and the reorganization of the National Botanic 
Gardens, so closer co-operation was out of the question. 
It is quite correct that the BRI Library was not fully 
consulted, and the compiler was painfully aware of this. The 
Librarian was approached, but for various reasons she was 
unable to assist even in checking a draft of the bibliography 
against their stock. A retired librarian had to be paid to do 
this checking, and the compiler managed a fleeting 2-hour 
visit. Closer co-operation from the BRI Library would also 
have helped to overcome the problem of omissions. 
Finally, it may be of interest that the entire edition of 400 
copies was sold out within two years, and that there are a 
number of orders on file for a possible reprint or revised 
edition. A number of people in the book world (the bibli-
ography's prime target) have expressed appreciation of its 
usefulness. Perhaps Dr Killick himself as a 'knowledgeable 
botanist' would be prepared to assist with a revised edition? 
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